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Question: 1. What are 
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the non-nuclear-weapon countries to which the US 


sts had provided or agreed to provide nuclear assistance for peaceful purposes 
: paaor fo becoming a signatory, to the Non- Proliferation Treaty? — 


Lahanane The US has provided, or agreed to provide some form of assistance 
in iene speeecnye uses of} atomic jSReCey. to the following countr ‘ies: 














Argentina - ss os -- “Israel 
Australia . ic, +. vItaly 
. Austria See. 2% Japan 
~ Belgium Korea 
- Brazil Lebanon 
. Canada Nether Land 
‘China - New Zealand 
., Chile - _ Norway 
. + Colombia "oS Niearagua 
Costa Rica es Pakistan 
Cuba : _ Philippines 
Denmark : + Portugal 
‘», Dominican Republic © ‘Peru 
Ecuador “... +9" South Africa 
-Federal Republic of | Spain 
Germany | “ol. Sweden 
Greece ’ , 2.2” Switzerland 
Guatemala . Thailand 
| India Turkey ‘ 
: ORS Indonesia ip ..Uruguay 
-.. 0. °)Iran | > : 2 4°. - Venezuela Lop Bei 
oO" Traq ees Vietnam / : 
| a 7 Yugoslavia 





UNCLASSIFIED | 




















LE TE PR eR gE I 


| and the resulting lack of need to rigorously safeguard such insignificant 


“* where a more comprehensive safeguards system would clearly be needed. 














- Question: 2. Your statement to the Foreign Relations Committee on 

‘July 12 noted that the United States had required in its prior agreements 
with such non-nuclear-weapon countries, on-site inspection by the US, - 
maintenance of records and reports open to the US upon request, and access 
to all data and all plants at all times by the US. Do you consider that 
such requirements were necessary for an effective safeguards system? 


Answer: The answer to this question is "yes". This answer must be viewed 
. in light of safeguards history and of a technical factor which has played 
_@ major role in the development of safeguards. That factor is the recogni- | 
tion that small quantities of nuclear material are of minimal significance 


“material. Under the. Atoms for Peace Program, the first agreements calling 
for the export. of reactors and fissionable material abroad were executed 
in 1955. These early agreements were limited to the export of research 
reactors and small quantities of material with a maximum enrichment of 
20% U-235. To a degree, therefore, they reduced the safeguards problem 
by limiting the kinds of assistance to those which were inherently of 
Little or no military significance. These limitations were possible 
because there was no immediate requirement for cooperation of a kind 


Despite these limitations even the earliest agreements contained provisions 
which gave the United States the right to observe from time to time the 
research reactors and fuel provided for them to determine that they were 
being employed for the purposes set forth in the agreements. The agree- 
ments also required the keeping of records and submission of periodic 
reports. In practice, these limited rights were entirely adequate to 
apply the kinds of safeguards required for these materials and equipment. 


Tne Atoms for Peace Program contemplated from the outset that assistance 
would eventually be given and materials would be distributed for use in 
the generation of power by nuclear reactors. This meant that eventually 
large quantities of plutonium would result from the cooperative activities 
and the development of a safeguards system to accommodate this problem : 
‘was therefore pursued. It was recognized that the application of an~ 
effective safeguards system for such a program would depend on the acqui- 
sition of ample rights on behalf of the inspecting authority to enable 

_ him to undertake the necessary control measures. Thus, the first step 

‘was the formulation of this system of rights. If these rights could be 
made sufficiently broad, the development of the detailed: techniques of 
control could continue over a longer period, since the actual construction 
and operation of reactors producing large amounts of plutonium was several 
years away. Indeed, it can be said that a safeguards system consists of 
both the rights vested in the controlling authority and the actual measures 
by which these rights are implemented. The existence of the rights tnem- 
selves, so long as the possibility of their implementation is maintained 
through the activities of the inspectorate, is an important element in 

' the total effectiveness of the system. ae 
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- The system of rights included in US comprehensive bilateral. agreements 
beginning in 1956 and, in almost identical words, in the Statute of the 
IAEA, are an impressive’ and unprecedented step in international, relations. 

They provide the inspecting authority, that is, the United States in the a 

» case of bilateral safeguards and the IAEA in the case of Agency arrange- ; 
ments, with the right to send into the recipient country inspectors who hae 

. shall have access at all times and to all places and data as necessary 

“to account for material and to determine that the commitment to peaceful.’ 

' uses is being observed. This right of access is the central right on 
which the United States and the IAEA systems are based. It has proven 

.., to be sufficiently broad so that any reasonably conceivable safeguard : 

. system required by practice can be fitted within it. There are supple- 
mentary but important rights ~- again quite comoarable jn both US . o 

bilaterals and the Agency Statute. These include the right to review 

| the design of facilities for the sole purpose of assuring that effective 7 
safeguards can be applied, the right to require the maintenance of 

‘satisfactory records, and the right to aS Dee reporta epee. 
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Question: 3. You noted in your testimony that the U.S. has: now by trilateral 

“agreements, transferred to the IAEA United States' responsibility for main~ 

. taining safeguards. Do.the trilateral agreements impose on the IAEA the same - 
safeguard requirements imposed by the U.S. in its prior bilateral agreements -- | 

‘that is, on-site inspection, maintenance of records and reports open to the 


TAEA on request, and access to all data and all placés at all times? 









"Answer: As noted above, the IAEA rights and the U. s! rights are quite 
comparable. The IAEA procedures’ and the USAEC procedures for international 

inspections, are carried out, where appropriate, in a manner consistent 

‘ with each other, The IAEA requires access for its inspections on a frequency 

‘which is determined by the quantity of nuclear material that the facility 


to be inspected either possesses as anveneeey or amieces Processes or 
PEOguE rs i. ; : : 
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Question: 4. If safeguard requirements. imposed by the U.S. in its bilateral 
agreements were omitted in the trilateral agreements, do you consider the 


'- gafeguards required by IAEA in the trilateral agreements 





(a): as effective as those required by the U.S. in the bilateral agreements? 
(b) effective and reliable sarecaards for the sale of the Non-Prolifera- 
tion Treaty? | “se 


. Answer: (a) As stated in response to question three above, the trilateral . 
agreements and bilateral agreements in effect call for the same safeguards 

'. arrangements. The AEC as a matter of administrative policy follows the IAEA 
. safeguards document in applying safeguards under the bilaterals. The IAEA 
trilateral agreements also provide for the application of the procedures 
‘set forth in the IAEA safeguards document. It is, therefore, our conclusion 
that the safeguards required by the IAEA in the trilateral agreements are 

as effective as those required by the U.S. in the bilateral agreements. 


(bo) As stated above, the safeguards required by IAEA in the trilateral 
agreements contain the essential elements of a safeguards system. These 
elements are on-site inspections and an established system within the safe- 
guards activity of records and reports. Safeguards based on these elements 
ean be expected to constitute a reliable and effective system for the purpose 
of the verification of the fulfillment of the obligation assumed by each 
non-nuclear-weapon state under the NPT with a view to preventing diversion 
of nuclear materials from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices; the purposes stated in the Non-Proliferation Treaty: of 
ape safeguards to be aoe Me IAEA under the aes : 
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Anewout Enclosed. are the following examples: 
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‘Question: 5. Will you please provide for the record typical ‘examples 
of such bilateral and trilateral agreements? . 


: 7 
Atomic Energy Cooperation for Civil Uses Agreement Between the 


' -United States of America and Japan, signed at Neen on 
_ February 26, 1968. | : 


’ Atomic Energy operation for Civil Uses ae Setides the 


. United States of America and Argentina, eae at Washington on” 


June 22,1962. ; 


' 


dateoaeas Agreement Between the United States of America, Japan, 
_ and the International Atomi¢ oe Agency, paepes at Vienna on 
<s _ duly 10, 1968. ie 


Safeguards Agreement Between the Unitea States of iraseee: 


Argentina, and the International At omic Energy. peency, rieree at 


». Vienna | on December, 2, 1964. 
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» Question: 6. .Can you state whether or not the safegu 
. by the IAEA have been administered effectively? 


“: Answer: The USAEC does consider that the IAEA adminis 
. effectively. This opinion is based on information gat 
, association with nations inspected by the IAEA and as 
our US membership in the IAEA Board of Governors. Fur 
past ten years the US has had personnel functioning as 
’ of the IAEA safeguards organization and has provided t 
‘technical advice on the subject of safeguards based on 
“safeguards program and US research and development in 





Since 1962, the US has had four reactors and a chemica 
- (which recovered the plutonium from one of those react 
storage facility where this plutonium was stored sub je 
USAEG members have worked closely with the IAEA staff 


ards now administered 


ters its safeguards mo 


hered by our close 
a consequence of 
thermore, for the 
senior staff members 
© the IAEA expert 

the US domestic 


this field. 


L processing plant 
ors), as well as a 


which have carried 





ct to IAEA safeguards, 





out the safeguards in connection with these facilities}. The opinion gained 
@..: result of that close association has been that the sed has RRSERE AMET 
ried out its BRECEa rds program, ; Bally ‘ 


Gye? ed 




















g 
z 
| 


: 
{ 
anaes ee ee A ae ed ca ead a NGA IRIE 5, Pence om ad 





























~~ UNCLASSIFIED, 


Question: 7. Have there been complaints of improper | ineffective or poorly 
administered safeguards? — 


‘Answer: To our knowledge there have been.no official complaints of improper, 

_ ineffective or poorly administered safeguards made tojthe IAEA, its Board 

“of Govérnors or its General Conference. Nor have any!such official complaints 
about the IAEA been raised with the U.S. Government, to our knowledge with 

other governments. ; 

‘As I noted in my testimony before the Committee on Foreign Relations on . ee, 

July 12, several countries expressed concern that the/IAEA safeguards might) =: ~ 

serve to place the non~-nuclear-weapons states at a commercial disadvantage. 

“We have felt these fears to be groundless. I also testified that we believe 

‘ the IAEA could discharge its safeguards responsibility effectively. 





It is inevitable that for an evolving system of international controls 
‘involving, inter alia, inspections by foreign nationals there will be | 
ncern expressed by various individuals and nations that some aspects of 
e system are inefficient or excessively strict. Safeguards represent 4 
form of regulation, and,-as in all cases of regulation, many of the affected 
parties often favor less strict control. Such complaints will probably 
continue to be voiced, formally and informally, as the various conflicting 
views of those involved in safeguards are exchanged and eventually resolved. 
For example, an article in the June 1968 issue of "Atoms in Japan", the 
monthly publication of the Japanese Atomic Industrial! Forum, might be 
considered as an implied but unofficial complaint about the initial IAEA 
safeguards inspection of the JAPC Tokai Nuclear Power Station. (The 
article did note, however, the difficult circumstances during the 
inspection because "... an army of TV cameramen and newspaper reporters 
followed wherever the [inspectors] went within the reactor site.")'~ 
Constructive suggestions of how the safeguards system might be more 
effectively. and efficiently administered are, of course, welcomed by 
the IAEA so that the system can be improved. 


@. U.S., as well, will support any measures necessary to correct bone fide 
complaints about the administration of IAEA safeguards. As noted above, 
however, to date we have not had to do this, and we anticipate that little, 


if any, action of this type will be necessary. 
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"Question: 8. Have there been breaches of substance and, if so, if 
not classified, could you identify cowmtries breaching safeguards? 


"Answer: To our knowledge » there have been no breaches of any agreement . 
coverning safeguards |related to nuclear material or caus Paent eupy ted 


: ‘by ‘the US for that miter, by any state, | 
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Question: 9. Do you concen the present Grgenteaiien of IAEA charged with 
responsibility for maintaining safeguards adequate. in|funding, personnel 
and technical eOMpetences = 
























‘Answer: As I mentioned in my statement during the Hearings before the a 
Committee on Foreign Relations on July 12, the present IAEA safeguards ; 

-. staff, while modest in size, is in balance with the Size of the workload 

. for which the Agency has! had ad responsibility to dat THE-UTST has | partici 
_.pated-in ~theAdministrativé and Budget Committee of the IAEA Board of 
Governors and in the Board itself and the General Conference of the Agency 
,in the review and approval of the Agency's budget with particular attention» 
on our part to the items}relating to safeguards. In the context of the 
current workload, we have felt the funding and personnel ceilings provided 
-for..the Department of Safeguards and Inspection, the organization of IAEA 

i charged with ‘responsibility for maintaining safeguards, have been adequate. 


(Sexe : 





, e Director General of the IAEA is required to consult with the Board of 
6... with regard to the proposed nomination of ah Agency employee to 
serve as a safeguards inspector. In connection with this consultation, the 
U.S. as a member of the Board of Governors obtains information on the quali- 
fications of the individual inspectors. From this information, we have 
_ concluded that the personnel being named ag inspectors are gell=qualitied 
' as to education and cratering to be safeguards inspectors. In addition, as 
a result of the IAEA's inspection activities in the United States of those 
facilities which have been voluntarily submitted to TAEA safeguards and 
. also by virtue of the close liaison maintained between the IAEA and AEC 
safeguards staff, AEC safeguards personnel have had an opportunity to 
observe the performance of most of the members of the| Agency's safeguards 
‘staff and have been favorably impressed by their technical Competence. 
In the area of safeguards research and development, the Agency's budget 
.is small; approximately $100,000 per year. We have felt it unnecessary 
_ to press for a larger safeguards research and development budget in the 
oe: because in meeting our own responsibilities in this area, the U.S. 
ernment has established a comprehensive research and development program 
and we.are working closely with the Agency to make sure the results of this 
research and development are available to IAEA to be sed as appropriate 
in Agency safeguards. Other governments are also conducting substantial 
safeguards research and development programs. The Agency is serving a 
valuable role in coordinating these programs and as a means of exchanging ! 
information on | safeguards developments. : : 


_— 
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| Question: 10. Can you provide up-to-date information, stating the number of 7 
: persons engaged in the responsibility of maintaining safeguards for TARA -- , 
. . Stating separately the number of inspectors, and the cost of such safeguards? 





Answer: The IAEA safeguards organization consists of |2h professional and 13 
. support personnel. It is estimated that in CY 1969 the staff will be increased 
>to 34 professional and 18 support personnel. Twenty-two of the 24 professional 
‘personnel mentioned above have been designated to serve as safeguards poke 












: = The IAEA safeguards budget fess for CY a and CY/1969 (estimated) are as_ 
: follows : ; ae : 





* GY 1969 
; Ponels and Committees ae _$ Le 
Scientific and technical services © 
aries and wages Le 
mmon staff costs 
Duty travel and missions ee 
, HEPPenetier ion ane hea ete 

















* your question 12 below, the safeguards workload of} the IAEA is expected to 
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: Question: di. De you consider the present’ organilzation of IAEA for main- 
taining safeguards adequate for its Ae pROR SACL ASE under the Non-Prolifera- 
tion Treaty? ST 


. Ansyer: As pointed out in connection with the estimates referred to in 


. increase under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. We do not consider the present 
‘ organization of IAEA for maintaining safeguards adequate in size to meet 
these increased mesp np ibis terse and a need to increase the atatf size is .~ 
| -Pecognized. , 
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Question: 12, The report of hearings of the Senate 
Relations provides varying estimates of increases in 


be required for the maintenance of safeguards under the NPT and of large- 


increases in cost. Has the AEC or any agency of the 


deternfination of the increase in.the size of staff and additional cost that 


will be required? 


Answer: In keeping with our responsibilities we have 







Committee on Foreign 
personnel that will 


United States made a 


had estimates made 


by the AEC's Safeguards Technical Support Organization of IAEA safeguards 
costs and manpower requirements expected under the Non~Proliferation Treaty. 


Preliminary results, of the studies are quoted in the 


report of the hearings 


- to which you refer. It was pointed out in connection with these studies, . 
~ , that any study of this kind made at this time must be considered highly 
“-conjectural and tentative, subject to almost continual review and refine- 
ment. In this sense, no formal determination has been made of the required 


-increase in staff and funds. The studies will serve 


eo: as guidance in participating in the activities of the Agency, particularly 


as important réferences 


e. budgeting function. However, because of the various uncertainties 


involved, such as the rate of growth of nuclear power, and those which can 
‘arise from the IAEA determining in which of the activities among those 
offered by the U.S. and U.K. safeguards are to be applied, that a 
‘determination of a staff size requirement cannot, be made at this time. 
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training? 


. 


‘fied personnel for this purpose. 


NPT. 





Answer: As I noted in my testimony of July 12, 1968, 

-' be a certain amount of difficulty in expanding the IAEA safeguards inspector 
| staff to administer effectively safeguards under the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPT), we are confident that these difficulties) can be overcome with 

the cooperation of the IAEA member states in making available their quali- 
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Question: 13. Do you contemplate any difficulty in the development of an 
IAEA staff and inspectors capable of administering effectively safeguards 
under the treaty? Are any arrangements being made for, their selection and 


In this connection, 


‘that the USAEC is initiating, beginning in September 1968, a safeguards 
training course at Argonne National Laboratory, Chicago. This course, 
which is intended to deal with all phases of safeguards, both domestic 
and international, *is directed at the supervisory level. The IAEA is 
also developing arrangements for the selection and training of safeguards 

pectors, both for its current needs and for future 






















although there will 


lit should be noted 


requirements under 
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Question: 14. Have discussions been held in.the IAEA or by ENDC or 
between the nuclear powers, signatories to the treaty, concerning the 
financing of additional cost and, if so, have any agreements been con- 
cluded? : 


Answet: Definitive discussions concerning the financing of costs of IAEA 
‘safeguards arising from the NPT have not been held and no agreements , 
have been concluded. The question of financing safeguards was not officially °.’ 
. discussed in the negotiations of the NPT. As indicated in our answer to 
““ Question 12, estimates of these costs have been made| by AEC's safeguards 
Technical Support Organization so that the dimensions of the problem can 
be foreseen. The positions taken by the nuclear powers in IAEA discussions 
| of financing existing IAEA safeguards agreements do not necessarily fore- 
» shadow the future positions on financing safeguards under NPT. The U.S. 
“has taken the position that, since the beneficiary of safeguards is not 
only the country in which the reactor is located but} the world at large, 
it is in accordance with financial provisions of the} IAEA Statute that 
he costs should and could legally be borne by the Agency. The U.S. 
refers that the existing system of financing should) continue; namely, 
. that safeguards would be financed out of ‘the a budget rather than by 
‘the parties directly concerned. : 
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*. standards of safeguards 
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Question: °15. Havé discussions been held within IAEA concerning 
that IAEA will require of non-nuclear-weapon _ 


“powers? os : 


; Answer: The TAEA is concerned with the establishment of the standards 
ints of the NPT and has .. 


for safeguards implementation under the. requireme 
“held internal discussions on this subject. — 
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decisions, such as the budget, call automatically, 


_ by the Board. On other important questions, a majority of the Governors - 


may call for a two-thirds vote by the Board. The 


- safeguards approved by the Board is carried out by the Director General. 
who is appointed by the Board of Governors with the approval of the 
.General Conference. The safeguards staff is headed by an SoReeee 


: General who is appointed by the Direct tor General. 


. The Board has referred each document in the safeguards system to the 

’ General Conference for comments and has considered any views expressed 
in the Conference in putting the safeguards system into effect. We 
‘anticipate that this procedure would continue to be followed. Also, 

.~ each of the safeguards agreements that the IAFA would enter into with 
sy participating countries or international ream net sche would be subject 


», to Srprove tye the Board of BOVE MCE Ss: 
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. Question: 16. Can you indicate whether the decisions respecting 
- safeguards required will be made by the Board of Governors or the 
General. Conference of the IAEA and whether by majority. vote? 


ft 
| 

























: Answer: The IAEA's safeguards system has been established by a series of ; 
_: @ecisions of the Board of Governors. While the decisions of the Board 
‘are usually made on the basis of majority votes, certain categories of 


for a two-thirds vote 


administration of the, 














Treaty. ae 
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estion: 17. %It is correct, is it not, that the IAEA will have the 
ultimate decision as to safeguards required of each non-nuclear-weapon 
state, even though Article III speaks of negotiations? : - . . 


Answer:, Article ITI sets forth standards for the international safeguards 
' to be applied. The safegvirds must be those set forth!in an agreement , 


negotiated and concluded "with the International Atomic Energy Agency in 
accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Fnergy and the - 
Agency's safeguards systen." As I stated in my testimony on July 12, 


1968, each of the agreements that the IAEA would enter |into with each of aoe 


the participating countries or international organizations would be 
subject to ratification or approval by the Board of Governors of the 


_ ‘IAEA. Thus, the safeguards provided for would have to be satisfactory 
to the IAEA. 


'. During negotiations on Article III of the NPT, it was recognized ‘that 


any safeguards arrangement concluded between the IAEA and a non-nuclear- 
@=: Party, or Parties, to the Treaty must provide adequate.assurances 


to the IAEA and to the world at large that diversions of material to 


nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices are jnot taking place. 
Therefore, the principles which the US Co-Chairman announced to the 

ENDC on January 18, 1968, (see answer to question 20) fully recognize 
that the IAE4 must be able to satisfy itself in each case that diversions 
ere not taking place. On the other hand, in order to avoid unnecessary 
duplication, the principles also call for the IAEA to take existing 
safeguards systems fully into account and to make appropriate use of 
existing records and safeguards in devising the detailed arrangements. 
The task of translating these principles into specific arrangements 


with the IAEA will be the subject of negotiations with Parties to the .- , 
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Question: 19. Do you know whether any state, in discussions regarding 
NPT, has expressed concern that IAEA might impose on it unacceptable 
* requirements for safeguards? 
: o- i : 
Answer: During the course of discussions with non-nuclear-weapon states 
concerning the proposed safeguards requirements for!/the draft NPT, some 
questions were raised about the nature of the safeguards and the possibility 
of additional, possibly unacceptable, safeguards requirenents being imposed 
in the future without the consent of the non-nuclear-weapon party. 


' Responding to such concerns, the US stated that the safeguards -to be applied © 
under the NPL are those to be specified in agreements negotiated and con- 

“ eluded in accordance with the Agency's Statute and safeguards system. In 
the future, the IABA may adopt changes in its requirenentg for safeguards. 

_ However, as the US representative to the ENDC stated on February 21, 1968, 

: gm"... changes made after the negotiation of the safeguards agreement could 
@.: applied by IAEA only with the consent of the Parties ta the safeguerds 
agreement, a consent to be given either through Bone general, procedure 

_ agreed to in advance or through subsequent modifications made in agreements 
with the Agency." | 


The US offer of December 2, 1967, that “when safeguards are applied under 
the NPT, the US will permit the TAFA to apply its safeguards to all nuclear 
activities in the US excluding only those with direct national security 
significance," further demonstrated the US belief that the IAEA would not 
impose unacceptable Dean tS for ee yogee the ‘NPT, 


se 
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: : Question: 20. Can you state whether the questions raised by EURATOM 
« countries regarding safeguards have been resolved? What specific questions - 
were raised? How were their questions resolved? , 





. Answer: As Secretary Rusk noted in his statement to/;the Foreign Relations 

| Committee on July 10, 1968, the main problem raised by ZTURATOM member states 
. concerning a safeguards article for the NPT arose out of the existence of 

{. two international safeguards systems; the IAEA and EURATOM, As. the Secretary 
' stated, "the Common Market countries were reluctant to allow the TAEA safe- 
guards system to operate in their countries for fear|that it would result 

in abandonment of the BURATOM system, with unfavorable effects on progress | 
toward European unity." For this reason, the US made clear during its 
negotiations with the Soviets that both the EURATOM and IAEA safeguards 

'.. systems should be permitted to continue. 





These and other concerns of non~nuclear-weapon states were taken into con~ 
ideration in formating the compromise Article III, Additionally, after 
tensive consultation with our NATO allies, which include the members of 

EURATOM, the US announced the following three guiding principles which are 

‘to be taken into account in negotiating any IAEA safeguards agreements 


_pursuant to the NPT: 





{VAs There should be safeguards for all non-nuclear-weapon 
parties of such a nature that all parties can fhave confidence 

_ in their effectiveness. Therefore safeguards jestablished 

by an agreement regotiated and concluded with |the IABA in 
accordance with the Statute of the IAEA and the Agency's ‘+ 
safeguards system mist enable the IAEA to carry out its 
responsibility of providing assurance that no |diversion is 
taking place. 





"2, In discharging their obligations under Article ITI, non- 
@ nuclear-weacon parties may negotiate safeguards agreements with 
the IAEA individually or together with otner parties; and, 
specifically, an agreement covering such obligations may be 
entered into between the IAEA and another international organi-~ 
zation the work of which is related to the IABA and the member- wot 
‘ship of which includes the parties concerned. | | 
: | ; ; 
“3. In order to avoid unnecessary duplication, the IAEA should 
make appropriate use of existing records and safeguards, provided 
that under such mitually agreed arrangements TARA can satisfy 
itself that nuclear material is not diverted to nuclear weapons 
or other nuclear explosive devices. ‘ 
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- | Farthermore, on December 2, 1967, President Johnson announced that when 
'- "safeguards are applied under the NPI, the US.will permit the IAEA to 
apply its safeguards to all nuclear activities in the US excluding only 
* those with direct national security significance." This offer was made 

to meet-a number of concerns which non-nuclear-Wweapon : states , including 

. EURATOM member states, had raised concerning the possibility of industrial 

Vespionage, and the possible competitive advantage to muclear-weapon states 
not subject to IAEA safeguards. On December }, 1967), the UK made a 
similar offer. 








To date, three of the five non-nuclear-weepon meriber gia tig af EURATOM 
(Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg) have signed| the NP? after full 
consultations with the European Communities. Each of them has pointed 
out, among other things, that they do not consider that there is any 
incomatibility between the goals pursued by the NPI and the EURATOM hoe 
Treaty; that the safeguards provided for in Article ITI of the NP? will be ; 
@. ubject of agreements to be concluded with the IAEA; and that it is” “ 
ir intention not to ratify the ner before eee with the AAEK 
have produced an re 
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Question: 21. Taking into consideration Article IV, Paragraph 2, and the 
seventh and eight paragraphs of the Preamble, what’ are the obligations of 
the United States under the treaty toward providing materials, equipment - 
and scientific and technological information to’ nuclear-weapon and 
non-nuclear-weapon countries? Would the obligation extend to Communist 
-and non-Communist countries alike? | . ‘ 


“Answer: As I indicated in my testimony on July le, 1968, the US already is 
conducting a very extensive program of international cooperation in fields 
pertaining to the peaceful uses of atomic energy. We| believe it would be 

_ within the spirit of the Treaty for the United States’ to continue this pro- 
gram and expand it wherever possible. We believe the language of Article Iv 
clearly contemplates that each nation will do what it|can to cooperate with 
the other Parties to the Treaty. We also believe that it may be possible for 
us to provide some special advantages, in terms of our cooperation to those 

: Non-nuclear-weapon nations that adhere to the Treaty.| We are giving some 

' thought to this problem and undoubtedly will wish to consult closely with 

Congress on the matter. . : aes 





We do not, however, interpret Article IV as meaning that the US will be com- 
pelled to embark on any costly new programs or as obliging the US to meet all 
requests and demands. Neither do we construe Article IV as overriding the 
provisions of the US Atomic Energy Act, nor will it remove the discretion we 
have in determining the nature of our cooperative relationships with other 
countries, on a case by case basis. The words "fullest possible exchange” 
in Article IV clearly imply that the Parties will be expected to cooperate 
. only to the extent that they are able to do so, and. that reciprocity may 
“well be a factor in determining what is possible in certain circumstances. 
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~ Question: 22, 


' .international agreement or agreements" 
ments". 


> or 


“ Answer: As I stated in my testimony on July 12, 


bilaterally, "in each case, an opportunity shall be 


“. international observation of the actual detonation. 


eeidte V of the Treaty would require that a reasonable opportunity be 


- offered for international observation of explosions 
that Article. In all probability, the IAEA will be 





1 


Article V provides that non-nuclear-weapon states may 
obtain peaceful applications of nuclear explosions pursuant to a 
“pursuant to bilateral agree- 
Would international observation be required in each case? 


1968, whether the peaceful ae 
“" guelear explosion service is provided through an international body or 





sy peaceful nuclear explosions conducted pursuant to Article V. 
.. witation is extended in good faith and allows reasonable notice to permit 





"special 


provided for appropriate . 





conducted pursuant to. | 
invited to observe 
Tf the in- 


the international observation, 


rovision would be discharged, 


then we believe the gbligation under this. 
even if the IAEA or other international 





"observers did not appear. On the other hand, 


pliance with ue provision. 
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if the arrangements for the 
carrying out of the nuclear explosion were such as to make international 
observation impracticable, then obytouel ys) phere would not have been com- 
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. Question: - 23. Waile not an operative section of the treaty, does 
| Paragraph six of the Preamble express any agreement or understanding 
- on the part of the nuclear-weapon countries and, specifically on the 


“~ part of the United States, to agree to a specific or limited method 





. of inspection in any future agreements between the nuclear-weapon elas 
». countries? . oe 
, Answer: Rateevesh six of the Preamble of the NPT lexpresses the intention 

of of the Parties to support “research, development ‘and other efforts to 

further the application, within the framework of the International Atomic 


ais Energy Agency safeguards system, of the principle of safeguarding effectively ~' 





the flow of source and special fissionable materials by the use of instru- 
ments and other techniques at certain strategic pdéints." Inclusion of the 
reference in the Prearble was based on the belief that the IAEA, in carrying 
out its responsibilities for the safeguarding of nuclear agtivities of non- 
nuclear-weapon states party to the treaty, in accordance with Article III, 
} would have an interest in utilizing instruments and other new techniques 
’ to the. maximum extent possible as soon as they aré technically feasible. 
Such interest is motivated by wiedely shared desires to achieve the objec- 
tives of the safeguards system in the most efficient mamer with minimun- 
- Manpower and with the least possible intrusion into nuclear activities. 
- In short, the Preanbular reference only concerns the means by which ‘the 
IAEA might meet its responsibilities, and does not imply any relaxation 
of those responsibilities or the effectiveness of safeguards. It is 
expected that the Board of Governors of the IAEA will take into account 
the results of safeguards research and development in administering the 


_, responsibilities of the IAEA under Article Iii. 





The Non-Proliferation Treaty does not express or eas to any agreement 
or understanding concerning methods of inspection in any future agreements 
. between the nuclear-weapon countries and no such Se renee or under 
standings exist ‘enone ‘then. safes 














: Answer: 


USSR: 


2 Question: : 
- countries to which the UK,.the USSR, Canada and France have provided nuclear - 
assistance for peaceful purposes. : : ree 
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oe To our knowledge, the UK, USSR, Canada and France have provided 
S S assistance in the peaceful ‘uses ‘of atomic energy to the following countries: 


-haoabeetl ia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czechoslovakia, “Panmank, 
Federal Republic of Germany, Finland, India sy 
Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Portugal, Rotania, Spain, 
South Africa, Sweden and Switzerland. 


Albania, Bulgaria, Communist China, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, 
Ghena, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Traq, Mongolia, 1} North Korea, 
North Vietnam, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, United Arap Republic oan 
. Yugoslavia. 


Australia, Federal Republic of Germany, india, Itely, Japan, 
Pakistan, Romania, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland. 


Argentina, Austria, Belgiun, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Central 
African Republic, Chile, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Federal Republic 
of Germany, Gabon, India, Iran, Israel, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, 
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Netherlands, Nigeria, Peru, Poland, Romania, 
Senegal, South Africa, eet Switzerland, Uruguay, Venezuela and 


Yugoslavia. 
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24, Please provide for the record the list of non-nuclear-weapon 





Israel, Italy, Japan, 


| 
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~ Question: 25. Would you commens upon the statements made by Congressman 
Craig Hosmer regarding the inadequacy of safeguards? 


Answer: Our comments on the adequacy of safeguards are given above, primarily 
- in response to questions 9 and 6 and additionally in response to questions 11, 
- 12 and 13. We have noted in the above cited MEBDONBES the bases for our 
Tepe that IAEA safeguards are adequate. 


“Additionally, the Commission and its contractors have had extensive experience 
'.in operating a wide variety of nuclear energy facilities and in performing 
the materials control measurements necessary for assuring their most economical 
and sefe operation. It is our policy to assist the IAEA safeguards program 
. by passing on such past experience and to continue to conduct research and 
development in an effort to further refine our understanding of the normal and 
ected operations of nuclear energy facilities. Based on the progress to 
e, we believe thet the IABA will be able to conduct effective inspection 
of nuclear facilities. Further we believe that any suspected diversion will 
be appropriately handled in the IAEA under the statutory provision requiring 
IAEA inspectors to report any non-compliance to the Director General of the © 
Agency who thereupon mist report it to the Board of Governors. 


{ Basically, as an organization with many years of experience in safeguarding 

' nuclear materiel the AEC is convinced that the IAEA can effectively safeguard 
the activities assigned to it pursuant to the NPT. We maintain this con- 
viction recognizing that no system can. be expected to be foolproof and that © 
the Agency will nave to increase its safeguards budget and manpower in order 
to handle the NPT BereOoR yar vase as sney, are incurred « an oe 
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